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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos$d Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"). released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Ddcket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rUles, policies or proeedures myst not violate First Amendment 'nights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
, people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposal~ wolild impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who ~on't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choo~ing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming~ The First
Amendment prohibits government. including the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present. :

(2J c Tlle-PCC mlJStnotiurn ever9r:acjro--station1ntoerp11b:~Ji,~ltere-anYo~and-everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acC;~~s re!4uirsm~f.ltEi: w0ulq do.:S9 - even' jf a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imf'losition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. -

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infdrmation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protec!~d editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain libensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mand~tory special renewal
xeview ofe certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amou It to coercion of
reHgious broad6asters~ -Those who stay trw:) to their consciences and present only the essages they
correspond to th,eir beliefs could face long, expensive a!1~ pC?terlt~IJY ruinou~ rene~a!J~ !()_c~edings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission pro oses to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substarithally raising costs in two wl"Ys: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and. (b) by further restricting ma-in studiq location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would for,ce seNice cutbacks - and curtailed seNic~1 is contrary to the
pUblic interest. " ! ' '
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March 13, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 1i h Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

RE: Comments in Response to Localism Notice of prOPOS1!~Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233 ' i

I

Gentlemen:. !
I

I submit theJollowing comments in response to ~he Lo~alfsm Noti~e'of Proposed
Rulemaking' (the "NPRM"):'released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DocketlNo. 04-233.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First I;\mendment
rights. A number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, [would do so -

I
and must not be adopted. !

I

1

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious bro:adcasters, to
take advice from people who do not share their values. The NPRNl's proposed
advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mahdates.
Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't s~are their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prqhibits
government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I!

.i
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum ~here anyone
and everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requlrements would
do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to ~he message.
The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery ma~dates on any

I· . ' I:re Iglon. " , . Ii I, •

, ' r",.:' , , ' " Ii", '. .
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making , . '
information. The choice 'of programming, especially religious programming, is not
properly,dictated by any government agency - and proposals to force reporting
on such things as who produced what programs would intrude oni;
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Constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain
licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application
processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes
of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present
only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller
market secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet,
the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed

~tJ
Lois J. Stouffer
2509 Quail Avenue
Altoona, Pennsylvania 16602



Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04·233 C Mal' Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of proposfJ1~ulemaking(the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in r~sponse to the Localism Notice of Propo~~d RLIl~~%n~oom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . 1""':-'''"'

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted; would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadqasters who resist advice from those whO' don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatib,!e viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must pre~ent.

(~) . !he1FCQ~.~c~.~t ~?t tY!(n every rad.io.~tatipn into a public forum w~ere a~y?ne and everyone has
fIghts to alr:tlme. Pro.p:C:isetl~publ~~ 'access req.,:.lIfem~nts would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The"First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. "

I

:'
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed manpatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the'Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true ,to their consciences and present only the messages they
eOFPes!li>ond to their beliefs could face long, e~pensive and potentially ruinous renewal 'Proceedings. •

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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\ submit the foUowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru\emak\ng
(theIINPRM"), released J~n. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not b~ adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio .~t~tiQns,_especiall~ueligiousbroadeasters,-to-take-advice from·
. --p-eo--ple Who-ao not share-their-values. The ~PRM's proposed advisory board proposals would

impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increas~d harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the Fcd, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rightsrto air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even i~ a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposi~ion of message
delivery mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated bX any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many small~r market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes t6 further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cut~acks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the pUblic interest. I

I
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above~
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The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
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Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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II ..' submit the following com,:",ents in response to the Localism Notice of Propos~d Rl,I't.~kin"g ~tn,J008
NPRM ), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. /l;j 0;;; ., ......

, '" qoo
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment.rights. A number of rn

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted; would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, ratherthan allowing inq!J...mR~ti.bl in,ts to shape their programming. The First
AmeJ;)~rnent pr~ibjt$~gQ~le'iUiIl:ner:ikih.t(ijll ., •:from diG~tin'g What viewpoints:a broadcaster,
particl:Ilarly-a"religfous:bFoadGaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every raqio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The: First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any gov~rnment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The. FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autqm:atically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of c'ertain classes of applioants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal iproceedings.

I '

(5) Many Christian broadcasters op~rate on tight budgets, as do many small~r market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is off~n a challenge. Yet, the Commission prpposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the a,ir and, (b) by further restricting main studiO location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public·interest.

WE)~UG€Ji:tAl~QG nei~t~jlaacili!t,rutbs. '~r~:heailte:~.<et",~~llcies.dis~u§~ed above. \
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose~ Rulemaking (MArt2 11nl'lQ
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DoCket No. 04-233. F

CC Mail Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or proc~ures must not violate First Amendment ri~hts. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC mj,lst not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t;"ke advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals ould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who on't share their
values could face increased harassment, co,,"plaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. IThe First
Amendment prohibits government, including';the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints aIbroadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyon~ and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access re,quirements would do so - even if a rellgiou~ broadcaster
conscientiously objects"to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infolil11ation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, Is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced What programs would intru~e on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain Ii~nsees would be .
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mand tory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by th~, Commissioners themselves would amoun to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true:to their consciences and present only the essages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, e~pensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller \"larket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission pro~oses to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two W~ys: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the ~ir and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
;.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

,
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The f\lPRM's proposed advisory board proposalsIwould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chooslng to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible ViewPoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includiAg'the FCC, from dictating what viewPoints aIbroadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FQe mum not tum every @diO $@tipo into a pUblic forum wt:Iere anyon, and everyone has
dgl<lts to,air·ti'me. ,F,!J:6PQS:~d;pu~lil:>laee.ess~te~iteft1~liItS'would dd1s6 - even if a teflgiaus broadcaster
cot'fsci'entious(y 6bj~Cts to·the m~ssage. Th~~FifSt~mendmenrfOlbldS imposition 'of message delivery
mandates on any religion.'

(3) The FCC must not force revelatic)n of specific editorial decision-making infoonation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced What programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain Iiqensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mand~tory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by tM Commissioners themselves would amoun~ to coercion of
religiaus broadcasters. Those who stay true' to their consciences and present only the messages they
corr,espond to :their beliefs could'face long, expensive alild potentially ruinous renewal p~oceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller !Tlarket secular
stations. Keeping the electticity flowing is otlen a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two w!ilYs: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio Ilocation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service lis contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed ~ove.
;
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t 5Ubmttfhe~commenIsirt~W-the localsm~of~~Ohe
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Any new FCC rules, poIides or procedurea must not meatefnt~1W~6fn
~.~in the NPRM, if enacted.. would do SO - and must notbe~.

(1) The FCC must not forCe radio staUons, espedaRy religious broa«:aIt8rs, to take 8dVfce ftom
peopfe \W) do not ......hitvaa.-. The HPRM'.s pmposed 8dviIory~ PFOPOI." would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broedc8sters who resist acMce from those who don't~ fttelr
__coutd faCe incnlUed h8ras8menl oompIelnts end even loss of neense for choosing to foftow their own
consciences. rather than allowing lncompsfib18 viewpotnls to shape their~t'"g·. The Fnt.
Amendment pmhibb gowmment, including the FCC, from dict8ti 19 what viewpoit Its a brcedtastef,
particularly a nJllgious broadcaSter, mtfIt present

(2) The FCC mutlnct am every f8dio JJbIIon_.JdIiC forum~ anyone and eV8fYO'l8 has
rights to air time. Propoeed public 8CC888 requirements would do 10 - even ifa refigious broadcastsr

- eot..ltioueIyobjel:*1otftemtMllege. lJMt..F.fttAm.hdm.ntfofbids..~ot~~__
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forCe tfM!iMOOi1 otspecale editoItaI~HNIiQng~. ~~

of programming. espedaIly religious programming, is not properly dlctat8d by flltY government agency - and
proposafs to forte~'9on tueh~..who pt'Oduced1I/hIIt progremt woutd IrWde on
constitutionally-protected editorial chotces.

(4) The FCC must not estabfish a two-tiered rent!M8f system In wNcn eenam~WOURi be
autornatiallJy betTed from routine renewal application procesaing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cettain daSses of appfteants by the Con'lmillionet'$~~MlClUnt1o·coerdon of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their cornteiences and present onty the messages they
COti-.pood to theifMhfa could fee 1anfI.~ and potsnSiaJIy rulnoua~~

(5) Many ChrisU8n bt'o8dcasters~ 00 tight~,.. do many .-nailer rM1cet secular
stations. Keeping the efectricity flowing is often a chattenge. Yet, ttte~ Pft'JPeiee to~
equeeze nk:he and emsI\er marMt broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (8) by requiring
steff pi eISIlCe "'lei leVer • IItIItiOri fa on the tIitr and, (I») by UfI'N!t fMbtdJng main studiO Joc;ation chQ088,
Ral8inP costs wJth these Pf'OP()S&Q would foroe service culbacks - and curtaited B8rvtce is contrary to the
~ iC'iferest.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

8r eiv d&Iw r ., . '
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of .
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so- and must not be adopted. . 21 20 ]

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice fram, .....1, '..., ..o'l ..

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights'to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
;squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
':'requiring 'staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
ollocatipn choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
~~,~~iceis contrary to the public interest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above_
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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